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PER CURI AM

Terrence Kevi n Bet hea appeal s the district court’s order deny-
ing his conplaint filed under 42 U.S.C. A 8§ 1983 (Wst Supp. 2000).
In this conplaint, Bethea alleges that the Maryland States Attor-
ney’s Ofice has refused to conply with his requests for infor-
mation in violation of state |law and the Freedom of Information
Act, and in so doing is violating his right to due process, osten-
sibly through interference with his right to access the courts.

W have reviewed the record and the district court’s opinion
and find no reversible error in the district court’s determ nation
that Bethea failed to denonstrate the relevance of his requested
mat eri al . We therefore affirm on the reasoning of the district

court. See Bethea v. Maryland States Attorney's O fice, No. CA-00-

627-WN (D. M. Mar. 10, 2000). However, because Bethea may be
able to anend his conplaint to explain the rel evance of this nmate-
rial, we nodify the district court’s order to reflect a dism ssal
wi t hout prejudice. We dispense with oral argunent because the
facts and | egal contentions are adequately presented in the nate-
rials before the court and argunent would not aid the decisional

process.
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